[bookmark: _GoBack]Future of Numbering (FoN) Working Group Minutes
August 2, 2017 – 12:00-1:00 EDT
Toll Free Dial-in:  1-866-817-0881
Conference Code:  603 862 6541
Join WebEx meeting
Tri Chair Contact Information:  Suzanne Addington (Suzanne.m.addington@sprint.com), Allyson Blevins (Allyson.Blevins@charter.com), Cullen Robbins (cullen.robbins@nebraska.gov)
	Company
	Attendee

	Sprint
	Suzanne Addington (Tri-Chair)

	Nebraska Public Service Commission
	Cullen Robbins (Tri-Chair)

	Charter Communications
	Allyson Blevins (Tri-Chair)

	ATIS
	Jackie Wohlgemuth

	ATL Communications
	Kyle Belcher

	CenturyLink
	Philip Linse

	ChaseTech Consulting LLC
	Erik Chuss

	Colorado PUC
	Susan Travis

	Comcast
	Randee Ryan

	iconectiv
	Natalie McNamer

	Idaho Public Utilities Commission
	Carolee Hall

	JSI
	Bridget Alexander

	Maine Public Utilities Commission
	Rich Kania

	Michigan Public Service Commission
	Josh McConkie

	Neustar
	Tom McGarry

	Neustar Pooling
	Shannon Sevigny 

	Ohio PUC
	Robbin Russell

	PA PUC
	Brian Mahla

	PHONEWORD
	Jay Carpenter

	Somos
	Mary Retka

	Sprint
	Shaunna Forshee 

	Sprint
	Rosemary Leist

	T-Mobile
	Bill Haas

	Verizon
	Jason Lee

	Verizon Wireless
	Dana Crandall

	Vonage
	Michael Ortega

	Verizon Wireless
	Deborah Tucker

	Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
	Rebecca Beaton 

	Wisconsin Public Service Commission
	Pete Jahn

	800 Response Information Services
	David Greenhaus



A. Review of Agenda – Suzanne Addington reviewed the agenda
B. April Meeting Notes – The final April 12, 2017 meeting notes were distributed to the FoN and posted to: http://www.nanc-chair.org/docs/documents.html 
C. FoN Contact List:  The tri-chairs are working to maintain a complete and accurate list of current FoN members. Columns are included indicating whether the contact is an approved voting member, and if so, the primary or alternate.  Please see the attached list and send any updates and/or corrections to the tri-chairs.



D. Numbering Testbed Presentation – Philip Linse
· Philip Linse gave an update on the activities of the Testbed Landscape Team, also outlined in the attached presentation


· Additional information
i. Lead Contributors set up the plan, and set up the joint testbed
ii. This numbering testbed effort is unrelated to the VoIP numbering testbed that the FCC initiated previously,  and has since concluded
iii. Fully anonymized results from the testbed are not yet available, but will be in the future
iv. The ATIS/Neustar testbed for “SHAKEN” is available at no cost for carriers to participate through the end of the year, even to carriers that are not part of ATIS
· To participate, contact Jim McEachern, ATIS Senior Technology Consultant jmceachern@atis.org; or contact ATIS at 202-628-6380
· See: https://sites.atis.org/insights/atis-key-role-in-robocalling-mitigation-recognized-in-robocall-strike-force-report/ for the ATIS  robocalling news release
E. FCC NPRM – Protecting Consumers from Unauthorized Carrier Charges and Related Unauthorized Charges - Bridget Alexander
· Bridget Alexander provided a summary (attached below) regarding an NPRM released by the FCC that outlines steps to curtail slamming and cramming, including a default preferred carrier freeze and the ability for a losing carrier to contact a customer to verify their desire to port out their number.


· This item will be kept on future agendas for discussion/updates
F. FCC NOI – Telephone Number Reassignment Database – Bridget Alexander 
· Bridget Alexander provided a summary (attached below) regarding an NOI released by the FCC that proposed 4 mechanisms for voice providers to report telephone number reassignments and for robocallers to access that information as a means of reducing unwanted calls to reassigned numbers.


· Discussion from the WG included highlighting a statement from the NOI (paragraph 16) that was interpreted as indicating that service providers already have a database of reassigned TNs, which is likely not accurate
· An alternative proposal was brought forth with the premise that a “disconnected” TN database (as opposed to a reassignment database) would better serve robocallers for identifying numbers that are no longer active and/or have been reassigned and have not given consent to receive robocalls.
· A suggestion was also made that both wireline and wireless providers should be included in any subsequent NPRM 
· This item will be kept on future agendas for discussion/updates
G. FTN 7B Whitepaper:
· Tabled
H. Open FTNs
· None 
I. Industry Group Updates
· Industry Numbering Committee (INC) – Natalie McNamer
i. Natalie McNamer has been elected as a Co-Chair of INC, and she will provide updates moving forward.
· LNPA WG – Deb Tucker
i. Glen Clepper was elected as the third Tri-Chair
ii. Best Practice 73
· [bookmark: eztoc60040_0_74_5_153]The LNPA WG participants collaborated on determining the best approach for Service Providers to follow when dealing with out of service situations or unauthorized ports. The agreed upon flow provides a detailed outline for carriers to follow to resolve customer complaints. Service providers should follow the outlined flow to resolve any ports believed to be Unauthorized, Disputed, Fraudulent or Inadvertent. The WG recommends using this Best Practice (BP) as the master BP over the other associated PIMs/BPs dealing with Unauthorized, Disputed, Fraudulent or Inadvertent ports.

Best Practice 73 and its associated flows and summary documentation can be found at NPAC.com under the LNPA WG/LNP Best Practices page. 

https://www.npac.com/lnpa-working-group/lnp-best-practices#0073
iii. LNPA Transition
· The LNPA WG continues to discuss possible areas where the LNPA WG could be involved in the LNPA Transition
a. Vendor certification testing started on May 15th and the teams are halfway through all vendor testing.  Mechanized Service Provider testing has begun. From September 25, 2017 to February 28, 2018, iconectiv will support SP ad hoc testing for Release A in their test bed. Ad hoc testing for Release B will be supported from January 2, 2018 to February 28, 2018.
b. The LNPA WG Architecture Planning Team (APT) continues to review current test cases and develop any new test cases that may be needed for the LNPA Transition.  The APT is also engaged in addressing testing issues that have been brought into the WG as PIMs and NANC Change Orders.
c. The  LNPA WG Testing Sub-team has been meeting for the purpose of reviewing existing Group and Round Robin test cases to determine how best to apply the test cases for the LNPA Transition during the Service Provider testing period. 
d. The Change Management Administration function transitioned away from Neustar to iconectiv after the July LNPA WG meeting documentation was provided. Website changes will take place at the end of September. 
· ATIS/SIP Forum (NNI): Natalie McNamer
i. No updates
J. NANC report – Suzanne Addington
· Suzanne Addington gave the FoN report to the NANC on June 29, 2017.   There were no issues or questions raised.
· Next NANC Meeting September 21, 2017
K. 2017 Meeting Schedule:
February 1, 2017
April 12, 2017
August 2, 2017
October 11, 2017

L. Open Discusssion
· The tri-chairs are open to topics for future meetings.  All suggestions can be sent to the tri-chairs for consideration.	

M. Next Meeting: October 11, 2017 – WebEx and Call-In details below:
Join WebEx meeting 
Meeting number: 594 498 358 	
Meeting password:	rVm2YdZc	
 
 
Join by phone
Call-in toll-free number: 1-8668170881 (US)  
Show global numbers  
Conference Code: 603 862 6541 
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		Future of Numbering Contact List, Updated 4/4/2017

		Name		Company		E-Mail Address		Telephone Number		Voting Member		Primary/Alternate

		Addington,  Suzanne  		Sprint		suzanne.m.addington@sprint.com		(913) 762-5626		Yes		Primary

		Albino,  David  		Wisconsin Public Service Commission		David.Albino@wisconsin.gov		(608) 267-6919		No

		Alexander,  Bridget  		John Staurulakis, Inc. (JSI)		balexander@jsitel.com		(301) 459-7590		Yes		Primary

		Babcock,  Doug  		iconectiv		dbabcock@iconectiv.com				No

		Beaton,  Rebecca  		Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission		rbeaton@wutc.wa.gov		(360) 664-1287		Yes		Primary

		Belcher,  Kyle  		ATL Communications		kyle@atlc.com		(541) 593-7061		No

		Bernstein,  Joel  		800 SMS - SOMOS		jbernstein@sms800inc.com				Yes		Primary

		Blevins,  Allyson  		Charter Communications		Allyson.Blevins@charter.com		(314) 543-5765		Yes		Alternate

		Brodzinski,  Ashley  		Bandwidth		abrodzinski@bandwidth.com				No

		Burton,  KT  		Cox Communications		KT.Burton@cox.com		(404) 847-6532		Yes		Primary

		Carpenter,  Jay  		PHONEWORD		jaycarpenter@1-800-PHONEWORD.com    		(602) 228-4486		No

		Chauhan,  Sanjeev  		800 SMS		schauhan@sms800inc.com				No

		Chuss,  Erik  		ChaseTech Consulting LLC		echuss@chasetechllc.com		(484) 866-5927		No

		Couch,  Joy  McConnell,  		Centurylink		Joy.McConnell@Centurylink.com				Yes		Alternate

		Crandall,  Dana  		Verizon		Dana.Crandall@verizonwireless.com 		(682) 831-3662		Yes		Primary

		Doherty,  Michael  		iconectiv		mdoherty@iconectiv.com		(732) 699-6387

		Doyle,  Greg  		Minnesota Department of Commerce		Greg.Doyle@state.mn.us		(651) 539-1875		No

		Forshee,  Shaunna  		Sprint		shaunna.l.forshee@sprint.com		(913) 315-9108		No

		Freeman, Lisa Jill		Bandwidth		ljfreeman@bandwidth.com

		Greenhaus,  David  		800 Response Information Services		dkgreenhaus@yahoo.com				Yes		Primary

		Haas,  William  		T-Mobile		william.haas@t-mobile.com		630-960-8286		Yes		Alternate

		Hall,  Carolee  		Idaho Public Utilities Commission		carolee.hall@puc.idaho.gov		(208) 334-0364		Yes		Primary

		Hayes,  Stephen  		Oregon Public Utility Commission		Stephen.Hayes@state.or.us		(503) 378-6122		No

		Hellebuyck,  Bruce  		Oregon Public Utility Commission		Bruce.Hellebuyck@state.or.us 		(503) 373-7905		No

		Hoffman,  Karen  		John Staurulakis, Inc. (JSI)		khoffman@jsitel.com		(301) 459-7590		No

		Hymans,  Linda  		Neustar		linda.hymans@neustar.biz		(512) 943-0930		No

		Isaacs, Kim		allstream		Kim.Isaacs@allstream.com				No

		Jahn,  Peter  		Wisconsin Public Service Commission		Peter.Jahn@wisconsin.gov				No

		Johnson,  Bonnie  		Minnesota Department of Commerce		Bonnie.Johnson@state.mn.us		(651) 539-1880		Yes		Primary

		Jones,  Rick  		NENA		Rockford9@aol.com				No

		Kagele,  Tim  		Comcast		Tim_Kagele@cable.comcast.com 		(303) 372-2117		No

		Kania,  Rich  		Maine Public Utilities Commission		rich.kania@maine.gov 		(207) 287-1379		No

		Kaster,  Jim  		SMS/800, Inc.		jkaster@sms800inc.com		(732) 354-6147		No

		Krebs, Darren		Vonage		darren.krebs@vonage.com

		Kuester,  Holly  		Charter Communications		holly.kuester@charter.com		(314) 288-3353		No

		LaGattuta,  Paul  		Neustar		paul.lagattuta@neustar.biz		(516) 609-3209		No

		Lancaster,  Mark  		AT&T		ml1217@att.com 		(816) 420-9519		Yes		Alternate

		Lang,  Peter  		Rogers Comm						No

		Lathrop,  Roy  		National Cable & Telecommunications Assoc.		rlathrop@ncta.com		(202) 222-2300		No

		Lawrence,  Dawn  		XO Communications		dawn.r.lawrence@xo.com 		(972) 578-6412		No

		Lee,  Jason  		Verizon		jason.h.lee@verizon.com 		(678) 259-5734		Yes		Alternate

		Leist,  Rosemary  		Sprint		Rosemary.Leist@sprint.com		(301) 399-4332		Yes		Alternate

		Linse,  Philip  		CenturyLink		Philip.Linse@centurylink.com		(303) 707-3844		Yes		Primary

		Lloyd,  Linda  		CHR Solutions				(512) 652-7732		No

		Lum, Mark		Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission		mlum@pa.gov				No

		Lynott,  Brian  		TeleSmart		blynott@telesmart.com 				Yes		Primary

		Mahla, Bryan		Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission		bmahla@pa.gov		(717) 787-6381		No

		Manning,  John  		Neustar		john.manning@neustar.biz 		(571) 434-5770		No

		Mason,  Bill  		Canadian Radio Television and Telecommunications Commission 		Bill.Mason@crtc.gc.ca		(819) 953-8882		No

		McConkie,  Josh  		Michigan Public Service Commission		McConkieJ@michigan.gov		(517) 241-8048		No

		McGarry,  Tom  		Neustar		Tom.McGarry@team.neustar				Yes		Primary

		McNamer,  Natalie  		iconectiv		nmcnamer@iconectiv.com  		(630) 414-1446		Yes		Primary

		Merrick, Sandra E.		MA Department of Telecommunications and Cable		sandra.e.merrick@state.ma.us		617-368-1109

		Mersman,  Margie  		TCA, Telecom Consulting Associates 		Mmersman@tcatel.com 				No

		Nolan,  Matthew  		Brighthouse Networks		matthew.nolan@mybrighthouse.com		(813) 387-3637		No

		O'Donnell,  Beth  		Cox Communications		bethodonnell@comcast.net		(215) 235-8364		Yes		Alternate

		Ortega, Michael		Vonage		michael.ortega@vonage.com

		Pasteur,  Traceen  		AT&T		tp7623@att.com 		(517) 334-1088		No

		Patton,  Teresa  		AT&T		TP1393@att.com 				No

		Perini,  Gina  		SMS/800, Inc.		gperini@sms800inc.com				No

		Pfautz,  Penn  L,  		AT&T		ppfautz@att.com		(732) 420-4962		Yes		Primary

		Putnam,  Amy  		Neustar		amy.putnam@neustar.biz		(717) 232-5533		No

		Retka, Mary		Somos		mretka@somos.com

		Riepenkroger,  Karen  		Sprint Nextel		Karen.S.Riepenkroger@sprint.com		(913) 827-0547		No

		Robbins,  Cullen  		Public Service Commission		Cullen.Robbins@nebraska.gov		(402) 471-0230		Yes		Primary

		Roberson,  Laurie  		Integra						No

		Rotaru,  Lavinia  		Neustar		lavinia.rotaru@neustar.biz				No

		Russell,  Robbin  		Ohio PUC		robbin.russell@puco.ohio.gov  				No

		Ryan,  Randee  		Comcast		Randee_Ryan@comcast.com		(303) 372-2116		Yes		Primary

		Sailfullah,  Mubeen  		Neustar		SyedMubeen.Saifullah@neustar.biz				No

		Sanders,  Betty  		Charter Communications		betty.sanders@charter.com		(314) 288-3259		Yes		Primary

		Sesto,  Ron  Del,  		Bingham		r.delsesto@bingham.com				No

		Sevigny, Shannon		Neustar		shannon.sevigny@neustar.biz		(509)-465-4194		No

		Shockey,  Richard  		SIP Forum		richard@shockey.us				Yes		Primary

		Simonyan,  Armine  		Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and Cable		armine.simonyan@state.ma.us  		(617) 368-1106		No

		Sprague,  Beth  		Neustar		beth.sprague@neustar.biz		(571) 434-5513		No

		Stevens,  Way  (Chip),  		iconectiv		wstevens@iconectiv.com				No

		Struthers,  Brent  		Neustar		brent.struthers@neustar.biz		(202) 533-2698		Yes		Alternate

		Thelen,  Wendy  		Michigan Public Service Commission		thelenw@michigan.gov		(517) 284-8194		No

		Thomas,  Michele  		T-Mobile		michele.thomas@t-mobile.com 				Yes		Primary

		Townsend,  Marianne  		Ohio Public Utilities Commission		Marianne.Townsend@puc.state.oh.us		(614) 728-2855		No

		Travis,  Susan  		CO PUC		susan.travis@state.co.us				No

		Tucker,  Deborah  		Verizon Wireless		Deborah.Tucker@VerizonWireless.com		(615) 372-2256		No

		Voss,  Jackie  		ATIS		jvoss@atis.org		(913) 393-0891		No

		Woolcock,  Susana  		Michigan Public Service Commission		woolcocks1@michigan.gov		(517) 284-8077		No

		Yamada,  Stephanie  		Oregon Public Utility Commission		Stephanie.Yamada@state.or.us		(503) 378-5201		No

		Younger,  Chad  		Sprint		chad.j.younger@sprint.com 				No
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Background

TOPS Council launched the Testbeds Landscape Team in December 2014 to address:

Business problem:

Industry transition initiatives call for testbeds to validate solutions or provide proof of concept in all-IP migration (e.g., numbering evolution, IP-NNI routing, authenticated caller-ID) and to facilitate interoperability testing between providers.

Testing on an individual provider basis requires unnecessary duplication of many functions and are inefficient to implement and maintain. 

Testbeds Focus Group’s scope of work:

Identify common requirements and recommend a path forward in the areas of numbering, routing, and authenticated caller-ID.

Explore potential value in combining separate activities into a common testbed support capability.

2
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Testbeds: Context

This is not the same as FCC Numbering testbed:

Platform for open ended “numbering experiments”

Investigating “target” environment

ATIS’ Testbed approach is both broader and narrower:

Broader: more than just “numbering”

E.164 + Toll Free

Routing architectures

Metadata and secure Caller-ID

Narrower: focus on priority business problems

Supporting transition to All-IP and IP-NNI

Includes target, but in context of practical transition
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Testbeds Use Cases by Title

Numbering Use Case

Use Case #1: JIT/ITN Number Assignment for individual TN & block allocation

Routing Use Cases

Use Case #2.1: NS Records using new and existing registry

Use Case #2.2: URIs using new and existing registry

Use Case #2.3: Distributed Service Bureau

Use Case #2.4: 8YY IP Routing

Use Case #2.5: LERG IP Enhancements

P-to-P Use Case 

Use Case #3.1: Use of TN certificates – Anti-Spoofing
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Testbed Focus Group – Current Use Cases

Finalize test plans and begin testing on scenarios:

Numbering

Number Assignment (JIT/ITN):

Using existing systems

Routing

8YY IP Routing

LERGTM Routing Guide IP Enhancements

P-to-P

Secure Telephone Identity (STIR/SHAKEN)

Testing will occur in phased approach, each with its own timeline.
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JIT/ITN Use Case Traceability Matrix

6

Main objective is to demonstrate allocation of numbering resources on a real-time, per customer basis.

ATIS proposed an initial list of considerations that could be part of the assessment conducted by the Testbeds FG before supporting tests involving live network systems.

Neustar agreed to split Test Plan into Phases:

Phase 1 and 2 – Testing in Lab environment to assess feasibility

All interested parties should be provided with information on the results of the testing, and potential impacts 

Phase 3 – Upon successful completion of Phase 2, and receipt of consent, include Live System Testing

		Use Case		Test Plans		Lead Contributors		Testing Participants		Testing Observers (still requires NDA)		Status/Timeframe



		5.1.2 Numbering Use Case 1 – JIT/ITN Using Existing Systems		00013R002 (In progress)
 		Neustar		Neustar
		AT&T
CenturyLink
INCOMPAS
Sprint
Cox
Inteliquent
JSI		Phase 1 and 2 complete, on hold for Phase 3.
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8YY  IP Routing Use Case Traceability Matrix

7





Objective:

Main objective is to demonstrate IP routing for 8YY calls in the testing.







		Use Case		Test Plans		Lead Contributors		Testing Participants		Testing Observers (still requires NDA)		Status/Timeframe



		5.2.4	Routing Use Case 4 – 8YY IP Routing		00010(In Progress) 		Bandwidth.com, Somos, ATL, 800 Response, CenturyLink		Somos		AT&T
CenturyLink
Cox
INCOMPAS
Sprint
Neustar		Provisioning testing timeframe began 1Q2017. Distribution of the database timeframe 3Q2017, and geo-caching 3Q2017. Goal is completion by the end of 2017
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LERG IP Enhancements Use Case Traceability Matrix

8

Enhancing the LERG™ Routing Guide to support fully-qualified domain names (FQDNs) that can be used for routing purposes.

Status: 

iconectiv has prepared required files with FQDNs

Inteliquent preparing network for internal testing



		Use Case		Test Plans		Lead Contributors		Testing Participants		Testing Observers (still requires NDA)		Status/
Timeframe



		5.2.5– LERG™ Routing Guide IP Enhancements		00014R005 (In Progress, ~3 weeks to build out for initial testing)
 		iconectiv, Inteliquent		iconectiv. Inteliquent		AT&T
CenturyLink
INCOMPAS
Sprint
JSI
Neustar		Early Testing steps begun in 3Q16.  Secondary steps likely in 3Q17
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ATIS Robocalling Testbed: Example Scenario

9
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STIR/SHAKEN Use Case Traceability Matrix

10

Virtualized industry test platform to help service providers, suppliers and third parties verify implementations of new ATIS SHAKEN framework.

ATIS Robocalling Testbed launched as outgrowth of work underway at the ATIS Testbeds Focus Group and Robocalling Strike Force to promote SHAKEN framework industry testing and broad adoption.

		Use Case		Test Plans		Lead Contributors		Testing Participants		Testing Observers  (still requires NDA)		Status/Timeframe



		5.3.1	P-to-P Use Case 1 - Secure Telephone Identity Protocols for End-to-End SIP Calls		2017-00003R002		Comcast, InCharge Systems,
Neustar		AT&T, Bandwidth.com, Comcast,
Frontier, Google, InCharge Systems, Metaswitch, Neustar, OEC, PrivacyStar, Somos, TransNexus		CenturyLink, Charter, Cox, Ericsson,
INCOMPAS (pending), Inteliquent (pending),
Sprint
Verizon (pending)		Initial testing began 3Q16. Phase 1 test plan updated and core SHAKEN testing has begun (concurrent with Phase 2 test plan development).  
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Current Activities

SHAKEN testing has started, and the results are being used to refine process:

Clarification of observer role: requires consent from all active participants in a given test.

Finalizing content and scope of test reports:

Participants: full test results for each test sequence documented and available to all direct test participants

Observers: conditional detailed test results provided, but anonymized across multiple participants. Available to all companies that sign NDA.

Public: Fully anonymized results highlighting key learnings and conclusions.
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Default Preferred Carrier Freeze & Carrier Change Double Check NPRM Brief 


JSI - Bridget Alexander – balexander@jsitel.com – 301.459.7590 


 


In an effort to protecting consumers from the rampant problems slamming and cramming, the 
Commission has adopted a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking outlining steps to further curtail the 
practices. 


Slamming is the unauthorized carrier changes while cramming is the act of posting unauthorized 
charges on consumers’ phone bills.  


The NPRM proposes a default preferred carrier freeze applicable to all consumer telephone services and 
the ability for a losing carrier to contact a customer to verify he/she truly desires to port out their 
telephone number.  
 
Current Commission rules allow consumers the option to protect themselves from slamming by 
“freezing” their choice of wireline providers if their local exchange carrier offers that ability. Current 
rules DO NOT allow the present service provider to confirm telephone number port out requests with 
consumers. 
 
The FCC seeks comment on mandating preferred carrier freezes as the default option and the allowance 
of the soon to be old service provider to verify the port out request with the end user (double-check).   


The FCC’s slamming mitigation proposals related to porting: 


1. Require carriers to automatically freeze a consumer’s choice of telecommunications providers 
until the consumer chooses to lift the freeze (rather than the current rules, which require 
consumers to request a freeze first). 
 


2. Allow the consumer’s current carrier to double-check with the consumer that he or she actually 
wants to switch providers. 
 
 


Carrier Change Double-Check 
The Commission seeks comment on allowing current carriers to confirm or “double-check” whether the 
consumer wants to switch providers before making the change is feasible and how it should/could be 
implemented.  


Questions posed by the FCC in regards to the carrier change double-check are: 


• Would requiring that the executing carrier obtain the consumer’s consent in writing or through 
the e-mail address of record sufficiently protect consumers?  


• Would mandating that the executing carrier obtain oral consent via a phone call to the consumer 
at the telephone number of record provide consumers with more protection from slamming? 


• what should the executing carrier be required to ask (e.g., “the submitting carrier says that you 
would like to switch to them.  Is that correct?”)?   


• Are there First Amendment implications related to prescribing the language to be used by the 
executing carrier?  


• Should the executing carrier have to follow, for all switch requests, the procedures that are 
presently only in place when a consumer has activated a preferred carrier freeze?  
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• Should the double-check by the executing carrier be strictly limited to certain narrow questions 
with no opportunity for retention marketing?  


• Should there be a deadline by which the double-check must occur?  


• Should the executing carrier be required to notify the new carrier of the timing and outcome of 
the double-check? 


• Should there be a timeframe within which that notice must occur?  


• What should the consequences be if an executing carrier fails to meet the deadline?  


• How would the proposal affect carrier billing systems and sales practices?  


• Would this proposal incent carriers to issue new numbers to consumers while waiting for 
verification and execution of the carrier change resulting in number exhaustion? 


• Would this proposal effectively “lock” consumers into bundles of services that may not meet their 
current broadband needs?  


 
 


 


 


Default Preferred Carrier Freeze 
 


Current Commission rules allow consumers the option to protect themselves from slamming by 
“freezing” their choice of wireline providers if their local exchange carrier offers that ability. 
 
In seeking comment on mandating preferred carrier freezes as the default option applicable to all 
consumer telephone services, the Commission asks: 
 


• Should carrier freezes apply to all telephone services a consumer has with no need to seek 
separate authorization?  


o Today, carriers must offer freezes for local, intraLATA and interLATA services and 
obtain separate authorization from consumers for each of the services the consumer 
chooses to freeze. 


• The FCC believes consumers purchase CMRS and interconnected VoIP as all distance services 
and a default freeze does not make sense for these services.  Is an accurate view?  


• Should the FCC extend default freezes to CMRS and interconnected VoIP services?  


• Should the default freeze rule apply to all local exchange carriers, or only those that currently 
offer freezes?  


• What effect would a default freeze have on carrier billing systems and sales practices?   


• How should consumers be notified about the default freeze?   


• Should the current requirements for notifying consumers about freezes change or be relaxed?  


• What procedures should be implemented to lift a default freeze?  


• Would a default freeze affect number exhaustion by incenting carriers to issue new numbers to 
consumers while waiting for the freeze to be lifted? 
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• Should carriers be able to charge for freezes? 


• What are the costs and benefits of a default freeze?   


• Can the costs be mitigated extending implementation deadlines and considering additional 
specific relief for smaller carriers?  


• Could costs be further mitigated by applying a default freeze only to new customers and not 
existing ones?  


• Should we distinguish between smaller local exchange carriers and larger local exchange carriers 
in what rules should apply? 


• What would be the cost savings for consumers and carriers in avoiding the expense and 
inconvenience of restoring service with their original carrier after a slam and seeking a refund for 
the unauthorized charges?   


 
The full NPRM can be viewed at the following link:  
Protecting Consumers from Unauthorized Carrier Changes and Related Unauthorized Charges 
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The FCC has issued a second NOI to the existing Robocall NPRM Advanced Methods to Target 
and Eliminate Unlawful Robocalls requesting the industry’s comment on ideas to address 
problems related to reassigned telephone numbers and robocalls.   
 
The Commission’s goal is two-fold: 


a. eliminate consumer receipt of calls intended for the consumer that was previously 
assigned the TN and had granted receipt of legitimate robocalls (such as businesses, 
schools, doctor’s offices). Those calls are ‘unwanted’ by the consumer in which the 
telephone number is now assigned. 
 


b. help robocallers not waste resources calling the wrong consumer and to avoid potential 
Telephone Consumer Protection Act (TCPA) violations in regards to consent of the 
called party. 


 
Laboring under the belief that a comprehensive reassigned telephone numbers resource would 
greatly benefit both consumers and robocallers, the FCC has introduced four potential 
mechanisms for voice providers to report telephone number reassignments and for robocallers to 
access that information.  
 
 
1. FCC-established Database  


The Commission would establish and select an administrator of a central database of 
reassigned numbers (think Local Number Portability (LNP) and the NPAC). 


Voice service providers would report information to the reassigned number database and  
robocallers would query the database for information about reassigned numbers. 


 


o Would it be necessary to create an entirely new database or would it be possible 
to expand or modify an existing database, such as the NPAC database, to 
accommodate reassigned number information? 


o If a new database is required, should the Commission follow the same processes 
as it did in creating other databases?  


o What organizations have the expertise to be the administrator of such a database? 


o If a new database is not required, which database or databases could be used for 
reassigned number information?  


o Which of these databases would present the most efficient option in terms of cost 
and time? 


o Would it be possible to amend an existing contract for this purpose?   


o Would this approach result in unnecessary duplication of databases already 
operated by reassigned number data aggregators or have undesirable competitive 
or economic consequences on such aggregators, including small businesses?   


o Can the current Do-Not-Call database mechanism serve as a model? 
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2. Report to Reassigned Number Data Aggregators or Robocallers 
The second ‘idea’ is for voice service providers to report reassigned number information 
to robocallers directly or to reassigned number data aggregators.  Reassignment data 
aggregators collect reassigned number information from various sources, inclusive of 
voice providers, and incorporate the information into their databases.   


Should this route path be chosen, robocallers would operate their own in-house databases 
or the reassigned number data aggregators would provide the reported information to 
robocallers that purchase their services.   


 


3. Providers Operate Queriable Databases 
Expecting voice service providers to offer robocallers and reassigned number data 
aggregators the ability to query their in-house reassigned number databases via 
application programming interface (API) or a web interface for such queries is a crash & 
burn scenario from the start.  can imagine the network security concerns this option 
would rightfully pose given the multitude of fraudulent robocallers. 


 


4. Public Reports 
The fourth possibility is for voice service providers to make reassigned number data 
reports available to the public (in PDF, spreadsheet, comma separated values (CSV), or 
JavaScript Object Notation (JSON) format) for download on their websites or by another 
interface. Robocallers and/or reassigned number data aggregators could access the 
reports. This would require service providers to maintain up-to-date data records and post 
the data on a regular basis.  


 
The NOI also posed questions around the following: 
 


Reporting Method 
The FCC questions what is the most appropriate mechanism for voice providers to report 
reassignments and for robocallers to access that information? 
 
Information to be Reported  


• What information should voice service providers report?   
 


• Would requiring voice service providers to report when telephone numbers have 
been disconnected and become classified as aging numbers best enable a 
robocaller to understand that the consumer who gave consent to be robocalled at 
that number is no longer reachable at that number?   


 
• Should reassignments of toll-free numbers also be reported, or is the issue of 


reassignments not a significant problem in the toll-free context?   
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• How could voice service providers report information about the reassignment of 
NANP numbers they have been allocated? 


 
• Would such reporting, when coupled with one of the reporting mechanism 


substantially improve robocallers’ ability to identify reassigned numbers? 
 
 
Providers to be Covered   
Should reporting requirements apply to all voice service providers or, should it apply only to 
wireless providers (excluding VoIP and wireline)? 
 
Indirect Assignment 
Should, as with current number utilization reporting requirements, any obligation to report 
reassignment information for such providers attach to the carriers that provide these number 
resources or should it be placed on some other entity? 
 
Individual SP Reassignment notes 
comment on the quantity of telephone numbers that are reassigned, including the type of service 
involved in reassignments and over what time period reassignments are made 
 
Frequency of Updates 
How often should voice service providers be required to update the reassigned number 
information they report? 
 
Tracking Access to Reassigned Number Information 


• Should the selected reporting mechanism track any information about those who access 
the information? 


• Should a robocaller be required to set up an account that identifies the party obtaining the 
information and, if so, what information should it be required to provide? 


 
Eligibility to Access Reassigned Number Information.   


• Should a voice service provider be required to report reassigned number information only 
to entities that meet certain qualifications, such as by defining the qualifications for an 
entity to be considered a voice service provider or robocaller? 


 
• What should those criteria be? 


 
 
 
The Full NPRM and Commission statements can be viewed here: Advanced Methods to Target 
and Eliminate Unlawful Robocalls: Second NOI 






